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THE CLASSICAL PSYCHOMETRIC METIOD OF EVALUATION OF FTPP
By M. Waller and D. Soltz |

This paper will describe and attempt to evaluate the data
collected from one high school as a means of ex~mplifying how the
psychometric method was applied to the Ford Program. It should be
noted that only the final year of operation is considered here. Hence,
this evaluation of FIPP differs frcm those made in previous years,
since earlier evaluations were scen as opportunities to experiment
and re-evaluate successes and failures in reaching a number of goais.
Those ''formative" evaluntions were intended to "improve" rather than

“nrove.'' The final year's evaluations were what the former dircctor

of rescarch termed ''summative." 1

The differcnces in the two tvpes of
evaluations arc not so much in what is measured as what use the mea-
sures are put to. It is hopad that these quantitative data afford at
Icést a partial summary of the FTPP.

The conceptual basis, choice of mecasures uscd, and original
plan for cvaluation all derive from Wayne Doyle's work and writings.
In particular, his 'Transactional Evaluation in Program Development 2
contaiﬁs a thorough description of his ratiorale for choosing the
particular measures he did to evaluate the FTPP. The present paper
will report somc partial results from analysis of the quuntitative,
classical, paper-and-pencil instruments and observaticnal duta. But
first, we should like to indicate that thec breadth of goals articu-
lated for the program and the possible effects of reaching these

goals on the teachers, students, and others involved far outran the
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ability of classical psychometric methods alone to adequately measure
them. For example, six major goals and a number of related, minor
ones are presented here to give some indication not only of the scope
of the program, but of the. formidable task of evaluation as well.
One immediate limit to evaluation is thus the number of variables
that might be dealt with. Some judicious parsing of possibilities
for dependent variables had to be accomplished. .

The first goal, developing competencies in the teacher, in-
volved such possibilities for measurement as self-knowledge and know-
ledge of the learning processes; the development of skills; an in-
creased comprehension of Black culture; knowledge of the learner as a
social and academic entity; knowledge about the classroom. Other
campetencies included understanding the school as a social system;
knowledge of the community and the environment that surrounds the
school; knowledge of the process of change, and of his subject mat-
ter; knowledge of how to be an effective group member, and how to
identify and define problems; and the development of problem analysis
and decision-making skills.

A second goal of the program was to facilitate the induc-
tion of r;ewly trained professionals into the school commnity. They
are to understand their rcle in the cadre as well as other roles in
the school and the community; know human and material resources
available; accept others in the school and community and interact
with them.

The third goal was to promotc close relations between schools
and community: knowledge of the cmmunity and its resources; aware-
ncss. of thé conmunities' expectatitas and problems; and the pronotion

ERIC of mutual participation of the community in the school.
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The fourth goal of the program was the development of prc-
grams appropriate to specific classes of cadre members. This entails
“new ax;d appropriate curricula."

The fifth goal of the program involved the identification
of school and community problems and to act on them within the pro-
fessional competence.

Finally, there wes the goal of develogigfjan-"aura of
shared respcnsi.bility" among the cadre, other staff, and the commu-
nity for the educational program of the school. Long-term employment,
increased cammuni: tion, encouragement of collegial relations, fa-
culty decisions on matters important to it, the promotion of accounta-
bility, snd the mutual support of school and community are involved.

It is clear that this impressive list of items is diffi-
cult to evaluate as a piecc. Indeed, a nmumber of different measures
are necessary to make sensc of tlic possibilities for evaluation in-
herent in the list. We would te interested in learning of ary pro-
gfam that managed to achieve so many goals, but such evidence is
difficult to come by. .ﬁvcn wﬁthout nhard data, however, it is clear
tlat many of these goals have been mat, Curricula have been deve-
loped specific to the FTPP, the cormuaities have been involved, and
many other goals reached. But the difficulties in measuring, say
community participation by cadre members are large. There is also
a risk that whatever is measured will not be accepted by one's peers
as significaat data. We could have counted, for example, low many
non-school meetings in the community the Ford teachers attended,

but how much this would tell us about the quality of educational
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practice within the school is unclear. Nevertheless, as closc re-
lations between the schools and comunitier were clearly an ex-
pecféd outcame of the original model, such measures wnuld have
provided data for evaluating that aspect of the program's appli-
cation of the model. A good deal of data of this sort may be gar-
nered from the case studies and other non-quantitative materials
of the program, but the question of- their effect on the children
and their teachers may have to be addressed more directly to be of
value or even answerable.

Some difficult questions are raised for the evaluater
intent on obtaining quantitative data. Should he discard the tra-
ditional achievement data on the grounds that it is irrelevant
or will show no effect over the short run? This would mean sacri-
ficing one of the most widely accepted, casily measured set of
variables. Furthermore, measures in the "affective domain" (as
Bloom would term those actually used) tend to have less desirable
measurement properties than ''cognitive' data. Reliabilities are
often small due to large error variances, and validity is often a
nightmarish consideration that invelves thorny questions of inter-
pretation, subjectivity of items, difficult comparisons of sub-
ject groups and so forth. Doyle determined ;hat the most likely
place for measurable quantitative changes to emerge were in temms
of how the teachers and students viewed their classrooms and
themselves. llence, non-cogn{iive "affective" variables were used
exclusively to evaluate the degree to which IFIPP affected the
children in classrooms of Ford-trained teachers and to view the

differences in Ford versus non-Ford personnel.



A mejer corea . o0 this peper is an evaluation of Deyle's
primary question: 'What difference does the Ford approach to training
and placihg professionals make in the lives of the ultimate client--
the youngster in the classroam?" (p. 195)%. 7his is clearly an im-
portant question, for even if all of the goals of training and placerert
were met satisfactorily but no differences in students were forthcoem-
ing, the program would seem at leas® a partial failure. The question
is, from an evaluational viewpoint, what changes might be expected, mea-
surable, and most significant in terms of the program and the child?
The nature of the effects FIPP should have had an irner-city chiléren
are implied in the 1967 article’ containing practical proposals. In

" particular, same effect on the achievement of the children might not

only be expected Lu* desirable. Hovever, Dcyle has argued that the cog-
nitive growth of children touched kv ITPP may not be apparent over thne
short’ terms. A delayed effect extending over several years might show
positive gains. Besides, cognitive gains ‘are not clearly an explicit
goal of the Ford Program in operation.

Design

Overall, three separate sets of data were obtained. 1) Hea-
sures were made of a number of Ford and non-Ford teachers' attitudes and
beliefs about the nature of teaching. 2) Students were asked to res-
pond to instrumerits /attempting to tap their academic self —-concépt and

e
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their perceptions of the classroams of which they were a part. 2)
nally, a corpus of observational data was collected fram Ford and non-

Ford classrooms. The overall question confronted by these data was

whether or not any systematic differences existed in the way FIPP tea-

chers and students perceived themselves and behaved as compared with a
sarple of non-FTPP teachers. A seccnd question was concerned with
changes related to FiPP's participation during the 1971-72 acadermic
year. Hence, these measures were made twicé, early and late in that
school year. ~ . '

As the Ford teachers had been selected partly on the basis cf
certain personality characteristics corsidered suitable for adequate
participation in group work (as required by the nature of ITFP), three



peycholagzizal measures were alve administered. These were used ac in-
dependent variables in the analyses of some of the data.

In swmary, then, the design called for measures of Forc and
non-Ford teachers and students on a number of paper-and-pencil,
"affective" measures, as well as observational data from their class-
roans. These sets of data are described in detail below, but are
listed here for convenient reference:

Instrurentaticn
I. Teacher Variables:
A. Imcependent Variables

Dogmatism '
Flexibility/Rigidity
Psychclogical Distance

B. Dependent Variables

Beliefs about Research .
Receptivity to Curricular Change

Teacher Conceptions of the Educational Process

Subject Matter Hmrhasis

Perscnal Adjustment

Student Autonony

Bmotional Disengagzement
Consideration of Student Viewpoint
Classroom Order

Student Challenge

Integrated Learning

I1, Student Variables:
A. Depencent Variables

Academic Self-Concept
Class Sentiment Index

I1I. Observational Varialbles:

Cognitive /Memory Critical Iﬁinking Zxpressed Dmotion  Mgmt.
Seeking
Informing -
Accepting

Rejecting
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The total popalation concisted of 48 secondary and .8 elementary
classroams. The analyses have bsen proceding with the data from all
schools, but the results given here will {ocus on the Xing school.

The design. is that of & pre- post-test of two sub-groups from
an essentially homogenesus nopulation. Thug, the in_icated analysis is
through the use cf analycis of ccvariancs (Ancova), examining the post-
test scores {rith the pre- tast coveriad ormt.8 ith respect to the ¥ing
school data and for the papcees of this paper, the one hypothesis.tested
was that of treatment, in which participation in FTPP is evaluated
against a camparison group «f non-ford teachers ard students.

The argument is made that if the Foard Program is to be consi-
dered "effective", Ford texchers, bv th: end of the academic year,
should differ fram thosz terchars who have not bzen exposed to the same
training experience in th2ir bellefs about education. One set of ques-
tions involved a compariscn cf Forc end non-Ford teachers as to certain
perceptions of classroom activities ond tho:r reactions to them. In
particular, Ford trained teachers:

. » .sheuld percuive gozater volue in classroom
research, b2 inci2 eceptive to curricular change,
not place as much imporitance cn subject matter,
ke nor oriented towerd the persemel adjust-
ment of sctudsmts, stress the importance of the
students' viewpoint, place less importance on
maintaining classroows according to est blished
rules and procedizes, and nlaze greater cmphasn.s
on integrating content with the breader aspects
~of the studeuts' world, sc that the children
are aware, not oy cf the facts of vhat they
learn, but also of the meaning. (p. 216). 7

'In order to evaluate whzather the abova assertions were sup-
portable, the administration ¢f a tattery of different measures to tea-
chers was nacessary. These are briefly described here. TFirst, a £ive-
item scale, termed "Beliefs About Researvh"., wvas given to all teachers
in the sample.“‘ It requires the resporndent to indicate on a five-point
scale ranging from "strently cgrse" to "strengly disagree” his res-
ponses to such items as "There iz little vesearch done that is of

[MC © “value to classroam teachers.”
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A second scale originated and standardized by Wehling and
Charters termed 'Teacher Conc;*eptions of the Educational Pr~c><:ess"g and
including eight factored scales.

1) Subject Matter Fmphasis, a dimension which measured the
teacher's relative attribution of importance to more traditional sub-
ject matters.

2) Personal Adjustment Ideology, measuring the degree to which
the teacher indicates a concerm with students' problems.

3) Brotional Disengagement, a measure of social distance be-
tween teacher and student,

4) Student autoncmy vs Teacher Direction, a bipolar factor
dealing with the nature of the teacher's management of the classroom.

5) Consideration of the Student Viewpoint, a measure of em-
pathy. .

§) Classroom Order, measuring the degree to which the teacher
pe:'céives learning as taking place best in an atmosphere of crder and
decorum. '

7)  Student Challenge, & factor measuring the degree to which
learning should be induced in students.

8} Integrative Learning, a measure of the belief by the tea-
cher in the students' achieving emotional understanding in learning.

The third instrumant used was one drafted by Bridges, called
"Teacher Receptivity to Chme."]‘a He cbncluded that his seven items
validly discriminated betwrzen teachers willing to ur 'ertake an innova-
tive practice as against those not so inclined.

With respect to differences in students taught by Ford as

-

opposed to non-Ford teachers, Doyle i argued that:

From the students’ point of view, the teaching
practices should be different (i.e., in Ford-
taught rooms versus non-ford). The students in
Ford classrooms should judge the work to be
more exciting. Ford teachers should use praise
more often to reinforce students positively;
they should encourage students more often to
express feelings about the teaching. The tea-
' chers should encourege students to express iceas
EMC that are cifferent fixm their owm, they should
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talk less than other teachers, should encourage
students to lead discussicns, should assign in-
dividual and group projects more often, use
small groups for special projects, and, in exa-

" minations, should not test facts and memories
exclusively. The students in Ferd classrooms
should consider that their teachers have less
rigid expectations for them ar/l are mare "crea-
tive ard open". {216-217)

Students were asked to reéspond to two paper-and-pencil in-
struments measuring three variables. Each test was camposed of items
developed at the Instrumental Objectives Exchange in lLos Angeles,
Items for the first instrument, the Class Sentiment Index (CSI}3
were selected to measure two variables; the students' perceptions of
their teachers' teaching behavior; and the students' perceptions of
the teachers' feelings about themselves., . We called the secord ins-
trument the Academic Self-Concept Inventory (ASCI).l 2 Items for
the ASCI vere selected so as to measire the students' self-concept
in the context of his class.

For each instrument, extensive item analysis was per-
formed utilizing Lazarsfeld'S Latent Structure opr Latent Trait fnaly-
4 In this particular application of lLazarsfeld's theory, the
form of the function relating the underlying trait to the prebability

sis.

of a positive response on any item was assumed to be the Normal Ogive.
In latent Trait Analysis the parameters of this function are estimated
and a test of fit produced for each item as well-as for the instru-
nment as a whole. When an item doesn't fit the model it is assumed
that the responses to that item were motivated by' mcere than the one
variable intended. In this way items which do not appear to measure
the same trait as the set of items as a whole can be eliminated and
one is therefore able to obtain an instrument which is measuring
essentially one urderlying trait. -he results cf this analysis are
presented below.

A third set of data was obtained from nen-participant ob-
servers using an objective observational instrument called CEFRLI
Verbal-Behavior Classification System (CVC).%° Doyle predicted that
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the observers "should have noted differing classroom practices” in Ford
teachers' rooms as campared with neon-Tord roams. Explicitly, nen-
participant observers should have noted "differirg classroom practices,”
as follows: "fFord teachers tal« less than other te chers, use praise
to reinforce students positively, seek fewer responses that call for
critical thinking ™ (217) 16 Finally, students in Ford-taught classes
might well give less factual information, more critical thought, ex-
press more positive sentiment toward their classes and higher esti-
mates of their own academic performance.

The CVC allows an observer to tally the percentage of tire
teacher and student talk. In additicn, all "talk" can be further bro-
ken down to fit into one or a combination of 16 cells so that its
qualities can be examined more precisely. In particular, all verbal
activity in the classroom can be coded according to four content cate-
gories--Cogrition memcry; productive, critical thinking; expressed
emotion; management -- and four categories of process used -- seeking,
informing, accepting, rejecting. That is, each verbal exchange can be
classified most grossly as to whether it was emitted by teacher or
pupil, then more finely as to which of 15 possible combinaticns cf pro-
cess and content it belongs to. Thus it becomes possible to test for
differences in ford and nori—Ford classes as to which cnes contain more
teacher talk, seeking behavior, praising of students, more crltlcal
'though‘c ‘and so ferth., ‘ '

' For the purposes or th¢s report , only six classrooms at Mar-
1n L. King ngh School were available for analy31s Two Ford tea-
éher's and four non-Ford teachers were observed on several occasions
Loth early ard late in thé school year. Comparisons on all’ categorl—
zations of ‘verbal behavior of interest to this study revealed ro sig-
ruflcant dlffer-ences either in time when 'masares were made or in
Tord Vs non-Ford canparlsons
Independent Variables

" Effective participation in the Ford Program requires, amcrs

otfier thirgs, a perscnality suitable for ‘clése work in groups, and one

vhich is open to innovative change in one's teaching. Acecrdingly, the

sélection process used by the Ford staff hopefully would be expected

to pmduce a proup of teachers with’ pers onallty characteristics dif-
El{fC‘ feren*f f‘mn tha gennr*al populatlon of teachers. In orﬁer to test for
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the effectiveness of the selection process f(ard to get a handle on
possible scurces of bias in the study) all Ford teachers and a selec-
tion of non-Ford teachers at each school were measured on three
personality traits. It was assumed that their abilit: to.work in
groups might be indicated by their scores on the Psychological Dis-
tance Scale, 17 ard their openness .5 change by their scores on
the Rokeach Dognatism Scale £ 18 and the Flexibility/Rigidity
Scale.

Table I
Test of Group Differences
(Ford vs. Non-Ford) on the Paper-and-Pencil Measures
. Paper and Pencil Measurer

Independent variables - .
Univariate P ‘ Multivariate P

Dogmatism NS
Flexibility/Rigidity « NS A .05
Psychological Distance 01

Teachers
Dependent variable
Receptivity to Curriculum Charge NS o A
Attitude Towards Research .05 v
Subject Matter Erphasis NS "
Personal Adjustment S NS ) NS
Student Antenomy ' NS
Emotional Disengagement NS '».?
Corsideration of Studen* Viewpoint NS /

-~ Classroan Order NS - NS |
Student Challerge NS J
Integrated Learning NS

_ Students
Dependent Variable
CsI 1. Teaching Bchavior NS O NS
2. TFeelings About Students NS S

Results and Discussion

As we consider Table 1, we note first that the teacher:s selec-
ted for the Ford Program did in fact differ significantly on the three
personality measurcs taken together.from those non-Ford teachers on

Q which we obtained data. However, before considering this result urther,
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we wish to point out that there is a problem in its generalization.
Biased selecticn of participants whi:zh preclude. the basic assump-
tion of randomication underlying the general linear hypothesis (e.g.,
ANCOVA) severely limits the generalizability of resulte. Simply
selecting teachers in a manner such as that used in the Ford Train-
ing and Placement Program--cne designed to produce a group of tea-
chers open to innovative change--and then giving this group a cer-
tain sum of money to produce change might easily explain any diffe-
rences in the students., Of course, we could (and, in fact, diqd,
with no change in the results) covary out these independent variables
in an attempt to control for this selection bias. But we are still
in a situation of limited generalizability. Furthermore, other fac-
tors relevant to the measured ocutcames, but unknown to the research-
er, may be present, particularly in the affective domain.

The significant difference reported in Table I betveen
Ford and non-ford tecchers on personality measures would seem to
support the content’on that the selection process used in the Ford
Training and Placement Program procduced a group of teachers with
characteristics different {rom the general peopulaticn of teachers.
However, the non-Ford *sachers were self-selected in that they
agreed to be so measur¢.l. This is again a biased sample from the
relevit population (tids time of non-Ford teachers) and in terms
of confirmatory data analysis is again equivocal. However, we would
argue that removing this source of bias (i.e., including teachers
who were approached, but refused to rarticipate) would only effect
the result obtained on the Dogmatism Scale, the Flexibility/Rigidity
Scale, or the Psychological Distance by increasing the observed dif-
ference. Therefcore, we conclude that the data collected tend to
support the hypothesis thatﬂggg\éelgcfibn process produces teachers
with characteristics different from the general population of

-teachers. The result on the Psycholcgical Distance!Scale would

support particularly the contention that the selection process pro-
duces a group of teachers who possess at least one e@aracteristic
decmed desirable for group work. .

Of course, one can disagree with this ar*gtmt,;(jand ve
welcane such comments}; however, thiz possibility of disapreerent
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allows us tc state our primary point with respect to this issue, The
only way out of such an equivocal situation is tc randamize. In this
context we simply note that there was one dependent variable which
showed the expected result: TFord teachers' r*eéponses indicated a more
positive attitude toward research than non-Ford teachers' responses.
As the training sessions ard many other activities of the cadres were
closely related to the strongly research ariented University of Chi-
cago, such a result is not surprising. ‘

With respect to the students, we are in a much better pesi-
tion, at least in terms of randomization. While we might not be z:le
to attribute-any worthwhile results to the Ford Program as such, the
treatment was applied to a random selection of students, and the treat-
ment, selection process, or whatever, is essentially replicable. How-
ever, the questiorn of generalizability becomes moct. The student res-
ponses to the subscales of the CSI concerning the students' percep-
tions of two aspects of their teachers' behavior show no significant
differences between studejts in the Ford and non-Ford classes. The
Student Self-Concept Index, while yielding a very good fit in the
elementary school populaticn, proved to be inappropriate for the high
school students. ' oo

In evaluating the data as collected (as opposed to the
"quantitative method"), an additionsl comment seems in order. Papir-
and-pencil tecte of affective traits are notorious for large error vari-
ances. For example, in ail three student variables the range of
scares was sligntly less than twice the standard error. Therefore,
vhile we clearly are not in a positicn te reject the null hypothesis of
no difference between groups, the imrrecise natire of these measures
motivates the statisticians' primary admonition: one does no* aczent
the null hypothesis, one fails to reject the null hypothesis.

Discussion

t should be clear by now that the few differences in the
Ford teachers and students as comrared with non-Ford may mean manv
things: Irappresriate measures, unreliability of those used, toc
snall a sample and so forth. One thing seems clear, however. The
analyses of the FIPP as reported in this paper are wrong to the de-

) 3 [ . -~ fadl
El{lC gree that they indicate no changes taking place. The program wrought
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many and profound changss, as tl other modes of evaluatien indicated.
Of this there can be ro r’.ot,i!_-'t;:. Ferhass ouns chortcoming is that we,
as psychcmetricians, have leon wadded to the toaditional paper-and-
pencil approach to evaluaticn. It is simple enough to istribute a
group of already constructed tests ar< hope for some differences to
show up. Then we can claim that the orogram was the cause. It is
far more difficult to discover those elcments in the program that
should result in change in the Jerticipants and to devise ways to
quantitatively measure these., And further, to adhere to traditicnal
canons of measurement and test theory in doing it. Life was simply
too short to do that in the casa of FiPP. As our assistant director,
Jim McCampbell, 1s fond of saying, "The trcuble with this program is
that it's alwaye a yesz» dehind its:lf." Indzed, when we should have

‘been devising apprepriate maasures for tie final svaluation, we were

in the midst of cae cf the comtless criszs that determined the
oamée of events. The paTpases wire--o7! are--still evolving. ‘A
quantitative cppoxach that finds a roticnal beszis in the nature of
the FIPP itself is ALi7ionlt in such a fluid enviscrment. And with-
out a firm grip cn tha limltetions and alns of the progran and, in
particular, the j _ to be achisvad, quanti-
tative evaluaticn of th2 sort cutlined her: zeans mapprwomate.
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What is required is secrtingly a shi’ting, rosporsive means of secur-
ing numerical data =hat, &t the sza» time, is stable enough to be

useful in decisica--m.ﬂ:bz;. B2 hove not yet found this.
It sacms claszr that ihe avaiuvction 1‘.".:-:-‘-’1'6;(1, but lacking, in

the FIPP required the Zcrration of & closer connection between that
which is measuced 2nd the mxzres's irtent. This should be implied
by this summary. e can suggest v e euarples of the sorts of com-
parisons that were not wade using guantitative data, but were clearly
suggested by the Getzels' article, 20 The frequency of professicnal
interactions &nong Tord teachers cculd easily have been greater thin
that among ncn-Ford teackers: pepov-and-pencil tests of the teachers'
knowledre of the differ-nt roles that exist in the sscial systam of
“

an’ differences; and related

O

schools would have prilicbly shewn signi

[

to this Mnowledge, more ef{active ume of the role speciaiists would
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probably have been made by Ford teachers. To the extent that such rela-
tionships were not examined, we suppose that the FIPP is improperly
represénted by the present data. Only when program and evaluation are
specifically and firmly linked together will an adequate summative

evaluation be possible.21
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